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Abstract. The purpose of this application is to conserve the specific name of the

European plume moth (family pterophoridae) Gillmeria (or Platyptilia) ochrodactyla

([Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775). An old specimen of Phalaena tetradactyla Linnaeus,

1758 is of this taxon, and it has recently been proposed that ochrodactyla, the name
which has always been used, should be replaced by tetradactyla. However, the type

status of this specimen is doubtful and tetradactyla has also been applied to two other

species, now known as Merrifieldia tridactyla (Linnaeus, 1758) and M. leucodactyla

([Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775). It is likely that tridactyla and tetradactyla were

synonyms when originally published, and it is proposed that the lectotype of

Phalaena tridactyla Linnaeus, 1758 should be designated as neotype of P. tetradactyla

and that the former should be selected as the valid specific name of the Merrifieldia

taxon. This will both conserve Gillmeria ochrodactyla and eliminate the confused

application of tetradactyla to more than one species.
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1

.

This application concerns three plume moths in the family pterophoridae, called

here for convenience species A, B and C. Species A is placed in the subfamily

platyptiliinae and is known as Gillmeria (or Platyptilia) ochrodactyla ([Denis &
Schiffermuller], 1775). Species B and C are superficially very similar to each other and

are placed in the pterophorinae; they are now known as Merrifieldia tridactyla

(Linnaeus, 1758) and M. leucodactyla ([Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775).

2. Species A is widespread in Europe, its larvae feeding on Tanacetum (tansy).

Until 1993 it had always been known, in a very extensive literature, by the specific

name ochrodactyla, attributed often to Hubner (1805, pi. 3) but also to the original

authors Denis & Schiffermuller (1775, p. 145). Robinson & Nielsen (1983, p. 234)

examined the Linnaean collection held by the Linnean Society of London and found

a specimen of this species labelled as Phalaena tetradactyla (although the abdomen is

from a Leioptilus species and is glued to the metathorax). They stated 'the labels on

the above specimen are considered by the present authors to have been wrongly

applied at some time in the past and we do not consider [it] to possess type status';

they did not replace ochrodactyla by tetradactyla.
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3. Species B and C are also widespread in Europe; their larvae feed on Thymus

(thyme) and related plants. B was known by the specific name fuscolimbatus

Duponchel, 1845 (published in combination with Pterophorus), or sometimes ictero-

dactylus Mann, 1855 (also published in Pterophorus), until Arenberger (1985, p. 244)

examined the genitalia of the lectotype of the nominal species Phalaena tridactyla in

the Linnean Society collection which had been designated by Robinson & Nielsen

(1983, p. 234) and found it to be a specimen of species B (i.e. fuscolimbatus) rather

than of species C, which had until then been called by the specific names tridactyla or

tetradactyla (both of Linnaeus, 1758, p. 542). As a result of this discovery Arenberger

(1985) transferred the name tridactyla to species B, replacing fuscolimbatus, and

raised the name leucodactyla [Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775 from synonymy for

species C (the tridactyla or tetradactyla of authors). He designated a neotype for the

nominal species Alucita leucodactyla [Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775 (p. 146).

4. Whenchanging the names of species B and C as above, Arenberger (1985) stated

that 'Phalaena Alucita tetradactyla L. is not to be considered a valid name for

tridactyla auctt. [i.e. species C] because the type specimen turns out to be Platyptilia

ochrodactyla D. & S., with an abdomen from a Leioptilus sp. glued to it'; in saying

this he did not mention the doubt about the specimen which had been expressd by

Robinson & Nielsen in 1983 (see para. 2 above). Arenberger did not explicitly apply

the name tetradactyla to species A {ochrodactyla) but implied that this should be

done. Gielis (1993) made this change and has been followed by some authors of

regional lists (e.g. Huemer & Tarmann, 1993; Arenberger et al., 1995; Gielis, 1996;

Karsholt & Razowski, 1996; Novak & Liska, 1997; de Prins, 1998) but not by others

(e.g. Bond, 1995; Leraut, 1997; Bradley, 1998 & 2000; Karsholt & Nielsen, 1998;

Buszko & Nowacki, 2000). However, inspection of the descriptions of tetradactyla in

both 1758 and 1761 shows that the name cannot have applied to the platyptiliine

species A {ochrodactyla) which is very different from B and C. The specific name of

Phalaena tetradactyla Linnaeus, 1758 has been applied to all three of the species

mentioned here: to species A (as a valid name by Gielis (1993, 1996) and some other

recent authors mentioned above), to species B (in the synonymy of tridactyla) and to

species C as a valid name (e.g. Spuler, 1910; Meyrick, 1928) or in the synonymy of

tridactyla by many authors (see Robinson & Nielsen, 1983).

5. The confusion between the application of the names tridactyla and tetradactyla

began with Linnaeus himself. In 1758 he (p. 542) described Phalaena tridactyla

{Phalaena species no. 302) and P. tetradactyla (no. 303), with minor colour

differences between them: the wings were respectively 'pallid with white lines' and

'yellowish' (with no mention of lines). In 1761 (pp. 370-371) he used the same words

for P. tetradactyla ('lineis albis') that he had previously used for P. tridactyla.

Stainton (1864, p. 12) mentioned this situation, and Tutt (1890) suggested that

Linnaeus had perhaps described the male and female of the same taxon as distinct

species. Tutt (1890, pp. 138-139) pointed out that the white lines of the species called

tridactyla by Linnaeus in 1758 but tetradactyla in 1761 were characteristic of the

female of the species then (1890) known as Aciptilia tetradactyla; this is species C,

known as Merrifieldia leucodactyla since Arenberger (1985). Tutt was not familar

with species B.

6. Since usage of the name tetradactyla has been thoroughly confused, it seems

appropriate to place beyond dispute its probably original synonymy with tridactyla,
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suggested by Tutt (1890) and accepted by Robinson & Nielsen (1983) and others.

This can be done by designating the lectotype of Phalaena tridactyla established by

Nielsen & Robinson (1983; see para. 3 above) as the neotype of P. tetradactyla; the

simultaneously published objective synonym tridactyla can then be selected, under

Article 24.2 of the Code, as the valid specific name for the taxon (species B,

previously fuscolimbata) as adopted by Arenberger (1985; para. 3 above) and

followed by subsequent authors. This action will protect the usage of the specific

name of Gillmeria (or PlatyptUia) ochrodactyla [Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775 for the

platyptiliine species A which had been universal until Gielis (1993) adopted tetra-

dactyla on the basis of a specimen which was probably not original (see para. 2

above).

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly

asked:

( 1

)

to use its plenary power to set aside all previous fixations of name-bearing

type for the nominal species Phalaena tetradactyla Linnaeus, 1758 and to

designate as neotype the lectotype of P. tridactyla Linnaeus, 1758 designated

by Robinson & Nielsen (1983);

(2) to give the name Phalaena tridactyla Linnaeus, 1758 precedence over the

name P. tetradactyla Linnaeus, 1758 (an objective synonym by the ruling in

(1) above);

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following

names:

(a) tridactyla Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Phalaena tridac-

tyla and as defined by the lectotype designated by Robinson & Nielsen

(1983);

(b) ochrodactyla [Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775, as published in the binomen

Alucita ochrodactyla;

(c) leucodactyla [Denis & Schiffermuller], 1775, as published in the binomen

Alucita leucodactyla and as defined by the neotype designated by

Arenberger (1985);

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in

Zoology the name tetradactyla Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen

Phalaena tetradactyla (a junior objective synonym of P. tridactyla Linnaeus,

1758 by the precedence selected in (2) above).
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